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Keeping the Faith: The Impact of Religiosity on
Controversial Social Justice Advertising
Rebecca Rast, Missouri State University
Joshua T. Coleman, Missouri State University
Christina S. Simmers, Missouri State University
Abstract - Religious individuals have traditionally responded negatively to controversial
advertising; however, little has been examined in their response to brand activism in the form of
social justice issues. Interestingly, brands may find support from more religious individuals when
promoting certain social issues. Across three studies using two social networks (Twitter and
Instagram), this research demonstrates that individuals who identify as more religious (compared
to those who identify as less religious) consistently display higher attitudes, intentions, and
perceptions of authenticity for brands supporting social justice issues (precisely racial inequality,
or “Black Lives Matter”). These findings are explained through social identity theory, in which
the desire for belongingness increases the efficacy of the influence of religious affiliation. This
work provides novel findings of religiosity's impact on brand support of social justice issues.
Keywords - authenticity, brand activism, religiosity, social identity theory, social justice issues,
social media
Relevance to Marketing Educators, Researchers, and/or Practitioners – This research expands
how new brands can successfully engage in brand activism of social justice issues and be
positively viewed by religious individuals.
“The [“Black Lives Matter”] slogan…has now become so ubiquitous as to have lost almost all
meaning. A way for people to endlessly repeat ‘I hate racism’ while doing nothing to actually
stop it.” (Harker, 2020)

Introduction
Advertisers are taking stands and speaking up on behalf of today’s most pressing social justice
issues more than ever before (Novellim, 2020). The use of the Internet and social media has
increased the ease and influence with which brands engage in brand activism to use their voice to
advocate for social change (Kerr et al., 2012). But “taking a public stance of this nature has never
been more divisive – or risky” (Vredenburg et al., 2020). Effective communication for social
justice issues concerns the crafting of the message itself, as brands seek to avoid merely coming
across as “woke” in the pursuit of authenticity (Vis et al., 2020). Additionally, individual social
identification indices such as race, sexual orientation, and political affiliation are often viewed as
key predictors of the success of a brand’s message (Dimofte et al., 2004). However, another
factor has been overlooked and misunderstood concerning modern advertising for social change:
religiosity.
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Traditional findings on the relationship between religiosity and controversial advertising
indicate offense and rejection by highly religious people (Swimberghe et al., 2011; Fam et al.,
2002). However, the context of social justice advocacy could be more appealing to those who are
highly religious based on social identity theory. Social identity theory explains that a person
adopts attitudes and behaviors which align with a group in which the individual desires to belong
(Penning, 2009). When brands stand for what a particular group perceives as “right,” individuals
within that group will respond favorably due to their group affiliation.
Thus, the purpose of this research is to demonstrate the positive influence of religion on
consumer evaluations of a brand’s social media advertising regarding social justice issues,
specifically racial equality (“Black Lives Matter”). Variations in the contexts explored include
two social media platforms (Twitter and Instagram), different message content (listening and
donating), different sources of the message (black CEO and white CEO), and a varying amount
of evidence to support a brand’s claim (one image compared to ten images). Across three studies,
individuals who identify as more religious than individuals who identify as less religious
consistently display higher evaluations of a brand’s social media post per several attitudinal and
intentions measures, including perceived brand authenticity and brand motive.
This research contributes to the literature on brand activism by demonstrating that
religion can impact individual’s responses to today’s social justice issues. The manuscript is
organized as follows: first, a brief review of the literature on the advertising of social issues,
brand authenticity, and religiosity is provided. Then, the methodology and results from the three
studies are reported. Finally, a discussion of the theoretical and managerial implications is
provided.

Literature Review
Controversial advertising is nothing new. From cigarettes and alcohol to sex and nudity, brands
have been immersed in confrontational communication for decades (Waller et al., 2005). Such
advertisements have traditionally offended highly religious people (Hopkins et al., 2014;
Swimberghe et al., 2011). Much of this offense is due to the nature of the controversy that goes
against religious teachings, such as same-sex marriage (Swimberghe et al., 2011). However,
more recently, brands have engaged in brand activism in social justice advertising (Novelli,
2020). Brand activism is connected to corporate social responsibility in that brands branch out to
support a cause or social issue to better society (Eyada, 2020). Brands that engage in brand
activism are taking a particular stance on social, environmental, economic, or political issues to
promote social change and the brands themselves (Eyada, 2020; Vredenburg et al., 2020). Brand
activism is not controversial because of the subject matter but can become controversial in the
myriad of ways by which brands promote support (Fam et al., 2002; Kerr et al., 2012). If not
intentional or strategic, brands may come across as “woke washing” or “trendjacking,” modern
terms that imply superficial support of trending issues (Finnegan, 2019). Often this artificial
advocacy is undertaken to capitalize on the popularity of a given trend. Whatever the rationale,
brands engaging in social justice advocacy come under intense scrutiny by consumers, especially
in terms of their motives for engaging in the issue in the first place (Vredenburg et al., 2020).
Thus, brands may adopt one of several sources of message content, ranging from listening and
learning with local thought leaders on a particular issue to contributing to the problem through
monetary donations (Pimentel and Didonet 2021). The long-term ramifications of brands
purporting to support social justice issues without actually doing anything about them could be
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disastrous for credibility and trust in the world of advertising (Shop Talk, 2019). Thus, it is
critically important today that a company ensures any method of engagement in brand activism is
perceived as authentic.

Brand Authenticity
A message perceived as authentic is interpreted as trustworthy, genuine, sincere, and true (Napoli
et al., 2016; Illicic and Webster, 2016). Determining if a brand is authentic has been identified as
an essential goal for a consumer, as consumers seek authenticity to provide meaning to their true
selves (Beverland and Farrelly, 2010). In providing personal meaning, brands can play a role in
supporting self-authenticating behaviors (Beverland and Farrelly, 2010; Guèvremont and
Grohmann, 2016). In addition to this desire for personal authenticity, a fundamental human
motive is the desire to connect with groups and form relationships with others to maintain the
feelings of belonging (Baumeister and Leary, 1995; Guèvremont and Grohmann, 2016).
Authentic brands support a consumer’s need to belong, as described by the brand engagement
self-concept (BESC) (Guèvremont and Grohmann, 2016). Aligning with authentic brands,
consumers gain control (through knowing how a firm or product will function or respond),
connection (through connecting with a like-minded community), and virtue (through identifying
firms or products that exhibit the same morals and do not have ulterior motives) (Beverland and
Farrelly, 2010).
Brand authenticity is identified by both internal consistency (the brand stays true to its
standards, style, and heritage) and external consistency (the appearance and claims made by the
firm) (Choi et al., 2015). This consistency must be communicated across four dimensions:
continuity, credibility, integrity, and symbolism (Morhart et al., 2015). To communicate
continuity and credibility, a brand must integrate its history and heritage as evidenced by its
reliability in quality, performance, and expectations over time. Consumers must learn that a
brand will deliver on its promises (Napoli et al., 2016). A brand demonstrates integrity when the
values for which it stands are communicated and the virtues it supports are identified. The
brand’s symbolism is what consumers use to portray the values they see in themselves (Napoli et
al., 2016).
A problem arises in that nearly all of these brand authenticity indicators possess some
measure of internal consistency, relying on consumer knowledge of a brand’s history and
reputation to form evaluations. What happens if there is no prior brand knowledge on which to
rely, and consumers must only interpret authenticity through the messages a brand
communicates? In this case, they can only draw from external consistency. In response to a lack
of brand-specific metrics to form judgments of authenticity, other consumer-specific indicators
will increase in influence. One such indicator, which profoundly impacts a consumers’ need to
belong and interpretations of credibility and integrity, and therefore authenticity, is religiosity.

Religiosity
Religiosity is “the degree to which one holds religious beliefs and values both through an
internal spiritual connection and external religious practices and behaviors” (Minton and Kahle,
2013, pp. 12-13). Religiosity is a consumer trait that impacts a person’s core values (Minton,
2015) and is consistent over time (Delener, 1994). Religious affiliation affects people’s decisionmaking processes and attitudes towards products and services (Hirschman, 1983, as cited in
Hopkins et al., 2013). Christian groups are fiercely loyal, contributing to the desire to belong to
and connect with experiences they support (Guèvremont and Grohmann, 2016). As Julie
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Fairchild, a born-again Christian and co-founder of a Dallas-based public relations and
marketing firm, explains, “If they’re interested in the values that are behind a company, they tend
to stick with that company…The values they’re looking for are what everyone desires. It’s peace
and warmth and togetherness” (Fielding, 2005, p. 12). This sense of belonging is closely tied to a
consumer’s desire for authenticity (Guèvremont and Grohmann, 2016). Whether it is at the
corporate or individual level, religiosity has been demonstrated over time to be an essential
moderating variable (Hopkins et al., 2013).
In general, more religious individuals have more trust in advertising, thus have more trust
in the brand, and ultimately more favorable product evaluations (Minton, 2015). Socially
responsible companies involved in the community, engaged in solving social problems, and
applying high ethical standards in their decision-making will increase religious consumers’
likelihood of trusting a brand (Sheffield, 2006). Advertisers must be careful not to take
advantage of consumer trust derived from religiosity (Minton, 2015). Even if the charitable issue
is vital to the individual, consumers will negatively react if they believe its motive was to
generate profit (Alhouti et al., 2015). In other words, if a brand is perceived as inauthentic, those
who are highly religious will respond negatively.
This response can best be explained by social identity theory, which describes how
people's self-concept is made up of his or her identity and the identities of the groups with which
he or she associates (Penning, 2009). Religious affiliation is one such group. A person adopts the
group's identity with which he or she belongs, which ultimately impacts his or her attitudes and
behavior (Penning, 2009). If a person’s religious affiliation calls for particular beliefs and
actions, he or she will comply because it has become a part of his or her identity.
Advocating on behalf of social justice issues is one example of beliefs and behaviors with
which religious individuals are expected to comply. In-depth interviews of religious individuals
revealed a shared belief of religious responsibility toward social justice issues such as helping
individuals meet basic needs, fixing social systems to distribute resources more equally, and
promoting human rights and dignity (Todd and Rufa, 2013). Additionally, there is a strong
relationship between religious affiliation, a concern for high moral standards (Wiebe and Fleck,
1980), and a pro-social attitude (Graafland, 2017). According to Azjen’s (1991) theory of
planned behavior, pro-social attitude should lead to pro-social behavior. “Because of this prosocial self-perception, it is likely that [religious people] develop a positive attitude towards
products that aim at social goals” (Graafland, 2017, p. 122).
The causal relationship of religiosity and pro-social behavior is not consistent in every
context (see Batson and Flory, 1990; Batson et al., 1999; Hansen et al., 1995; Ji et al., 2006 as
cited by Graafland, 2017; Hood et al., 2009). However, in corporate social responsibility areas,
religiosity significantly influences consumer support of the company (Ramasamy et al., 2010)
and, in turn, demand for the company’s socially responsible products (Graafland, 2017). In line
with the theory of planned behavior, the support of these pro-social behaviors was consistent
across all Christian denominations explored (Graafland, 2017). Additionally, in the area of
nonprofit corporate social responsibility, “…religiosity acts as a moderator in the relationship
between liking of the ad, perceived corporate social responsibility of the nonprofit, and intent to
donate to the nonprofit” (Hopkins et al., 2013, p. 23). In general, religious individuals are more
oriented to supporting social responsibility than non-religious individuals (Brammer et al., 2007).
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Considering that religions tend to teach ideas of love of thy neighbor (Fam et al., 2002),
equality of individuals (Graafland, 2017), and collective behaviors to help others (Hopkins et al.,
2013), it is expected that highly religious individuals are more likely to support messages
advocating for social change on behalf of disadvantaged individuals. Highly religious individuals
are expected to perceive brands taking a stand on social issues as authentic to support their prosocial self-perception, regardless of the content of the message communicating the method of
brand activism being utilized (such as listening to individuals impacted or donating to the cause).
When internal consistency metrics are unavailable (Choi et al., 2015), such as encountering new
brands with which an individual is unfamiliar, religiosity will play an even more significant role
in influencing message evaluations. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:
H1: More religious individuals (compared to less religious individuals) will
display more favorable (a) attitudes toward the ad, (b) attitudes toward the brand,
(c) purchase intentions, (d) perceived authenticity of the brand, and (e) perceived
positive motives of the brand when exposed to a social media post featuring a
social justice issue, regardless of the content of the message.

Overview of Studies
Three studies were performed to evaluate how religiosity impacts individuals’ responses to social
justice advertisements. For Study 1, the messages’ external consistency was manipulated to
determine the boundary conditions of the reactions for more or less religious individuals. For
Study 2, the internal consistency was manipulated through the ethnicity of the source of the
messages. A limitation of each of these studies was the brevity of the message. As such, for
Study 3, the amount of evidence supporting the message was manipulated. By combining the
results of these three studies, ample support is provided that more religious individuals have an
overall more positive response to social justice issues than less religious individuals.

Study 1
As social media usage and reach increase, consumers encounter new brands every day (Simpson,
2017). As such, consumers likely have very little internal consistency on which to base
evaluations of the authenticity of a brand engaging in brand activism. Thus, Study 1 uses a
fictional brand to assess religiosity's influence on individuals’ perception of a brand when a
brand’s external consistency is more accessible than its internal consistency. In addition, it is
important to consider how religion influences individuals' perception of the brand activist
approach the company engages in, such as listening to societies’ concerns about the issue of
donating money to support the issue. It is expected that, when brand-specific internal consistency
measures are not available, consumer-specific indicators, like religiosity, will take on greater
influence in determinations of brand authenticity and overall message effectiveness, regardless of
the message content.

Method
Study 1 utilized a 2 (Religiosity: More vs. Less) x 2 (Message Content: Listening vs. Donating)
between-subjects experimental design. Subjects were shown a Twitter post from a fictional
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beverage company1 with the post’s message providing support for a controversial social justice
issue. Each post included the same initial post from the company reading, “We support
#blacklivesmatter! #blm” followed by a response from a fictional individual (“Pat the Blogger”)
who asked, “That’s cool but what are you doing?” In the listening condition, the company's
follow-up response was, “We are listening and learning”. In the donating condition, the
company’s follow-up response was, “We are donating to organizations that fight for racial
change in our nation” (Appendix A).
Participants ' intrinsic religiosity was measured to determine if social identity theory and
the theory of planned behavior influence religious individuals’ response to social justice
advertising. This measurement scale utilizes four items to assess the influence religion and
religious beliefs have on individuals’ interactions in everyday life, measured on a 5-point scale
(1-strongly disagree to 5-strongly agree). The four items that comprise this scale are as follows:
I try to carry my religious beliefs over into all my other dealings in life; my religious beliefs are
what really lie behind my whole approach to life; religion is especially important to me because
it answers many questions about the meaning of life; and it is important for me to spend periods
of time in private religious thought and meditation ( = .746) (Allport and Ross, 1967; Alhouti et
al., 2015). Participants who indicated 3.5 or above on intrinsic religiosity were classified as more
religious, while participants who indicated below 3.5 were classified as less religious.
A questionnaire assessed participants’ attitude toward the ad, attitude toward the brand,
purchase intentions, perceived authenticity of the brand, and perceived motivation of the brand
for communicating support. Attitude toward the ad and attitude toward the brand were measured
with three items (bad/good, negative/positive, unfavorable/favorable) on a 7-point semantic
differential scale ( = .911) (Johnson and Grier, 2012). Purchase intention was measured with
three items (visit this brand’s website in the future, buy a product from this brand, recommend
this brand to other people) on a 5-point scale (1-extremely unlikely to 5-extremely likely) ( =
.766) (Green, 1999). The brand authenticity scale by Morhart et al. (2015) contains the four
categories that comprise brand authenticity (continuity, credibility, integrity, and symbolism).
With this study examining individuals’ reactions to social justice advertising with unfamiliar
brands, only the items measuring brand integrity were used to assess brand authenticity. Since
the measurements items for continuity, credibility, and symbolism rely on individuals’ previous
interactions with the brand, these items were not used. Brand integrity consists of four items to
assess the brand (that gives back to its customers, with moral principles, true to a set of moral
values, that cares about its customers) on a 5-point scale (1-strongly disagree to 5-strongly agree)
( = .790). The perceived motivation of the brand was measured with six items (bad
intentions/good intentions, intending to take advantage of customers/not intending to take
advantage of customers, impure/pure, selfish/unselfish, uncaring/caring, self-serving/societyserving) on a 7-point semantic differential scale ( = .909) (Campbell, 1999).

Results
Amazon Mturk respondents were utilized as participants in this study (Kees et al., 2017), with a
requirement applied that the participants be located in the United States (Coleman et al., 2020;
1

Study 1 used two versions of the beverage company, Nuovo Water Co. and Nuovo Coffee Co. No significant
differences were found for any variable between the water company and the coffee company, indicating utilitarian
and hedonic goods did not play a role in participants’ evaluations of the messages (Strahilevitz and Myers 1998).
Results from the two companies were therefore collapsed into one analysis.
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Smith et al., 2016). A total of 136 respondents participated in the study (MAge=36.24, 30.1%
female), with 5 participants being removed for failing to pass both attention checks. The
participants' education levels are as follows: 6.8% complete high school education, 5.3% some
college, 9.0% 2-year degree, 56.4% 4-year degree, 21.8% professional degree, and 0.8%
doctorate. The participants' race is as follows: 49.6% Caucasian, 42.1% African American, 0.8%
Latino, and 7.5% Asian.
A 2 (Religiosity: More vs Less) x 2 (Message Content: Listening vs. Donating)
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was run on the dependent variables of attitude
toward the ad, attitude toward the brand, purchase intentions, perceived authenticity, and
perceived motivation. Results indicated a significant interaction effect between religiosity and
the message content for attitude toward the brand (F = 6.177, p = .015, ƞ2 = .056) and purchase
intention (F = 9.096, p = .003, ƞ2 = .080). There were no significant interactions between the
other dependent variables: attitude toward the ad (F = 1.347, p = .249, ƞ2 = .013), perceived
authenticity (F = 2.730, p = .102, ƞ2 = .026), and perceived motivation (F = 1.540, p = .217, ƞ2 =
.015). Main effects were present for the religiosity of the individual and all dependent variables:
attitude toward the ad (F = 15.493, p < .001, ƞ2 = .130), attitude toward the brand (F = 28.116, p
< .001, ƞ2 = .213), purchase intention (F = 25.048, p < .001, ƞ2 = .194), perceived authenticity (F
= 35.870, p < .001, ƞ2 = .256), and perceived motivation (F = 22.450, p < .001, ƞ2 = .178). Main
effects were not present for the message content attitude toward the ad (F = .043, p = .836, ƞ2 =
.000), attitude toward the brand (F = 1.832, p = .179, ƞ2 = .017), purchase intention (F = 1.917, p
= .169, ƞ2 = .018), perceived authenticity (F = .099, p = .753, ƞ2 = .001), and perceived
motivation (F = .190, p = .664, ƞ2 = .002).
Table 1. Study 1 MANOVA results
More
Religious
Message
Religious
Message x Religious
Attitude toward the ad
Attitude toward the brand
Purchase Intensions
Authenticity
Motivation

Less
Religious

Wilks’s
Lambda
.903
.697
.851

Listening
Donating
Listening
Donating
Listening
Donating
Listening
Donating
Listening
Donating

5.62
5.87
5.71
5.97
3.86
4.12
3.92
4.17
5.46
5.65

4.90
4.54
5.08
4.21
3.54
2.83
3.38
3.22
4.63
4.23

F Value
2.151
8.699
3.513
.382
3.622
.440
3.716
.240
.001
.447
1.943
1.046
.002

p Value
.065
<.001**
.006**
.061
<.001**
.044*
<.001**
.198
<.001**
.003**
<.001**
.008**
<.001**

*significant at p < .05.
** significant at p < .001.

The listening condition provided support for H1 (see Table 1). In support of H1(b),
H1(d), and H(e) more religious individuals (compared to less religious individuals) displayed
significantly more favorable attitudes toward the brand (MMoreReligious = 5.71, MLessReligious = 5.08,
F1,63 = .440, p = .044), perceived authenticity(MMoreReligious = 3.92, MLessReligious = 3.38, F1,63 =
.447, p = .003), and perceived motivation (MMoreReligious = 5.46, MLessReligious = 4.63, F1,63 = 1.05, p
= .008) . While not significant at the p < .05 level, the means were in the predicted direction for
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H1(a) attitude toward the ad, and H1(c) purchase intensions.
The donating condition provided support for H1. In support of H1(a), H1(b), H1(c),
H1(d), and H1(e), more religious individuals (compared to less religious individuals) displayed
significantly more favorable attitudes toward the ad (MMoreReligious = 5.87, MLessReligious = 4.54, F1,69
= 3.62, p < .001), attitudes toward the brand (MMoreReligious = 5.97, MLessReligious = 4.21, F1,69 = 3.72,
p < .001), purchase intentions (MMoreReligious = 4.12, MLessReligious = 2.83, F1,69 = .001, p < .001),
perceived authenticity (MMoreReligious = 4.17, MLessReligious = 3.22, F1,69 = 1.94, p < .001), and
perceived motivation (MMoreReligious = 5.65, MLessReligious = 4.23, F1,69 = .002, p < .001).

Study 1 Discussion
The purpose of Study 1 was to determine if more religious individuals display different
responses than less religious individuals when viewing ads from brands claiming to support
social justice issues. Specifically, Study 1 isolated such evaluations to external consistency, in
which no prior knowledge of a brand is available to influence perceptions of authenticity
(internal consistency). In support of H1, the results indicated significantly more positive
responses from more religious individuals for a brand communicating support of a social justice
issue (racial inequality) than less religious individuals, regardless of the message content
(listening or donating). While not all dependent variables were significantly different at the p <
.05, all the means were in the predicted direction.
Per social identity theory, these results indicate that more religious individuals tend to
provide more support for brands supporting pro-social activities (Graafland, 2017), resulting in
overall more favorable attitudes and intentions toward a company and heightened perceptions of
authenticity. This finding is especially enlightening because controversial issues are traditionally
not well received by religious individuals (Hopkins et al., 2014). To further analyze this
relationship between religiosity and authenticity in the context of controversial social justice
issues, Study 2 was designed to include some measure of internal consistency as a complement
to the external consistency previously explored.

STUDY 2
Study 1 relied solely on external consistency (knowledge attainable only in evidence provided)
and was not able to rely on the brand’s history or heritage (internal consistency) to communicate
authenticity (Choi et al., 2015). However, even when a consumer has no prior knowledge of a
brand, it may still be possible to include a measure of internal consistency by providing key
information within marketing communication concerning the message's source. By
demonstrating that the company’s executive team (e.g., the CEO) supports the social issue, this
source can provide important information about a company beyond what a promotional message
may communicate (Andreini et al., 2020). A CEO’s image can go a long way toward
communicating authenticity (Guthey and Jackson, 2005).
Suppose a consumer interprets the authenticity of a claim to support social issues through
both external and internal consistency lenses. By including an image of a CEO, thereby
indicating endorsement of a message from the highest level of operations, a company seeks to
increase authenticity perceptions by adding internally consistent messaging (Choi et al., 2015).
In that case, this could decrease the reliance on individual factors such as religiosity. Since
highly religious individuals support messages advocating for social change based on social
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identity theory, it is expected that even when internal and external evidence of perceived
authenticity are included, religiosity will still play a significant role in determining perceived
authenticity and brand motive (Graafland, 2017). The purpose of Study 2 is thus to demonstrate
the strength of the influence a person’s religiosity has on his or her perceptions of brand
authenticity, even when both external and internal consistency cues are provided. Therefore, the
following hypothesis is proposed:
H2: More religious individuals (compared to less religious individuals) will
display more favorable (a) attitudes toward the ad, (b) attitudes toward the brand,
(c) purchase intentions, (d) perceived authenticity of the brand, and (e) perceived
positive motives of the brand, regardless of the source of the message.

Method
Study 2 utilized a 2 (Religiosity: More vs. Less) x 2 (Message Content: Listening vs. Donating) x
2 (Message Source: Black CEO vs. White CEO) between-subjects experimental design. Subjects
were shown one of several Twitter posts, all of which were nearly identical to those used in
Study 1, in which a fictional beverage company was claiming to support racial equality (either by
“listening” or “donating”). These manipulations differed from Study 1 in that an image of the
company’s CEO was included as an indicator of internal consistency. Because the social cause
pertains to racial injustice, two CEOs similar in appearance but different in ethnicity (one
appears to be black, the other white) were used to avoid any confounds due to congruency with
the social cause being supported. In the black CEO condition, the message source was
manipulated by showing a photo of a black man in a button-down blue dress shirt with the
caption “Jeremy Smith, CEO Nuovo Water Co.” overlaying the image. In the white CEO
condition, the message source was manipulated in the exact same way, except this photo was of a
white man (Appendix B). Participants were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions. The
procedures and measures for Study 2 were otherwise identical to that of Study 1.

Results
A total of 293 respondents from Amazon Mturk participated in the study (MAge=36.40, 35%
female). Residence in the United States was once again required. Nineteen participants were
removed from the data for not passing both attention checks. The participants' education levels
are as follows: 0.9% incomplete high school education, 6.4% complete high school education,
5.0% some college, 6.4% 2-year degree, 58.2% 4-year degree, 20.5% professional degree, and
2.7% doctorate. The participants' race is as follows: 57.3% Caucasian, 30.0% African American,
3.2% Latino, 6.4% Asian, and 3.2% other.
A 2 (Religiosity: More vs Less) x 2 (Message Content: Listening vs. Donating) x 2
(Message source: Black CEO vs White CEO) multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was
run on the dependent variables of attitude toward the ad, attitude toward the brand, purchase
intentions, perceived authenticity, and perceived motivation. Results did not show a significant
interaction effect between the individuals' religiosity, message source, and the message content
for any of the dependent variables (Table 2). Main effects were present for the religiosity of the
individual and all the dependent variables: attitude toward the ad (F = 57.040, p < .001, ƞ2 =
.212), attitude toward the brand (F = 46.284, p < .001, ƞ2 = .179), purchase intention (F =
86.902, p < .001, ƞ2 = .291), perceived authenticity (F = 65.712, p < .001, ƞ2 = .237), and
perceived motivation (F = 46.787, p < .001, ƞ2 = .181). Main effects were not present for the
message content or the message source for the dependent variables.
9

TABLE 2. Study 2 MANOVA results.
Message
Source
Religious
Message x Source x
Religious
Attitude toward the ad

Attitude toward the brand

Purchase Intensions

Authenticity

Motivation

Black CEO & Listening
White CEO & Listening
Black CEO & Donating
White CEO & Donating
Black CEO & Listening
White CEO & Listening
Black CEO & Donating
White CEO & Donating
Black CEO & Listening
White CEO & Listening
Black CEO & Donating
White CEO & Donating
Black CEO & Listening
White CEO & Listening
Black CEO & Donating
White CEO & Donating
Black CEO & Listening
White CEO & Listening
Black CEO & Donating
White CEO & Donating

More
Religious

Less
Religious

5.51
5.89
5.77
6.02
5.44
5.92
5.79
6.09
3.95
4.20
4.06
4.23
4.00
4.16
4.07
4.21
5.40
5.43
5.53
5.61

4.59
4.30
4.20
4.91
4.78
4.32
4.44
4.94
3.13
3.04
3.04
3.04
3.33
3.18
3.28
3.38
4.45
4.24
4.19
4.39

Wilks’s
Lambda
.988
.986
.688
.976

F
Value
.484
.602
18.888
1.002

p Value
.788
.698
<.001**
.417

.010
17.572
11.413
8.336
.245
25.145
15.734
10.632
1.892
9.907
10.829
12.005
3.29
11.796
8.051
7.562
2.084
2.25
5.220
8.122

.033*
.001**
<.001**
.006**
.091
.002**
<.001**
.006**
.004**
<.001**
<.001**
<.001**
.003**
.001**
<.001**
.002**
.005**
.001**
<.001**
.010**

*significant at p < .05.
** significant at p < .001.

The black CEO and listening condition provided majority support for H2. In support of
H2(a), H2(c), H2(d), and H2(e), more religious individuals (compared to less religious
individuals) displayed significantly more favorable attitudes toward the ad (MMoreReligious = 5.51,
MLessReligious = 4.59, F1,64 = 0.01, p = .033),) purchase intentions (MMoreReligious = 3.95, MLessReligious
= 3.13, F1,64 = 1.89, p = .004), perceived authenticity (MMoreReligious = 4.00, MLessReligious = 3.33,
F1,64 = 3.29, p = .003), and perceived motivation (MMoreReligious = 5.40, MLessReligious = 4.45, F1,64 =
2.08, p = .005). Significant at the p < .10 level and in support of H2(b), the means were in the
predicted direction for attitude toward the brand (MMoreReligious = 5.445, MLessReligious = 4.78, F1,64 =
.245, p = .091).
The white CEO and listening condition provided full support for H2. In support of H2(a),
H2(b), H2(c), H2(d), and H2(e), more religious individuals (compared to less religious
individuals) displayed significantly more favorable attitudes toward the ad (MMoreReligious = 5.89,
MLessReligious = 4.30, F1,64 = 17.57, p = .001), attitudes toward the brand (MMoreReligious = 5.92,
MLessReligious = 4.32, F1,64 = 25.15, p = .002), purchase intentions (MMoreReligious = 4.02, MLessReligious
= 3.04, F1,64 = 9.91, p < .001), perceived authenticity (MMoreReligious = 4.16, MLessReligious = 3.18,
F1,64 = 11.80, p = .001), and perceived motivation (MMoreReligious = 5.43, MLessReligious = 4.24, F1,64 =
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2.25, p = .001).
The black CEO and donating condition provided full support for H2. In the support of
H2(a), H2(b), H2(c), H2(d), and H2(e), more religious individuals (compared to less religious
individuals) displayed significantly more favorable attitudes toward the ad (MMoreReligious = 5.77,
MLessReligious = 4.20, F1,71 = 11.41, p < .001), attitudes toward the brand (MMoreReligious = 5.79,
MLessReligious = 4.44, F1,71 = 15.73, p < .001), purchase intentions (MMoreReligious = 4.06, MLessReligious
= 3.04, F1,71 = 10.83, p < .001), perceived authenticity (MMoreReligious = 4.07, MLessReligious = 3.28,
F1,71 = 8.05, p < .001), and perceived positive motivation (MMoreReligious = 5.53, MLessReligious = 4.19,
F1,71 = 5.22, p < .001).
The white CEO and donating condition provided full support for H2. In support of H2(a),
H2(b), H2(c), H2(d), and H2(e) more religious individuals (compared to less religious
individuals) displayed significantly more favorable attitudes toward the ad (MMoreReligious = 6.02,
MLessReligious = 4.91, F1,65 = 8.34, p = .006), attitudes toward the brand (MMoreReligious = 6.09,
MLessReligious = 4.94, F1,65 = 10.63, p = .006), purchase intentions (MMoreReligious = 4.23, MLessReligious
= 3.04, F1,65 = 12.01, p < .001), perceived authenticity (MMoreReligious = 4.21, MLessReligious = 3.38,
F1,65 = 7.56, p = .002), and perceived motivation (MMoreReligious = 5.61, MLessReligious = 4.39, F1,65 =
8.12, p = .01).

Study 2 Discussion
The purpose of Study 2 was to determine if including a CEO in the message (internal
consistency) would impact the differences between more and less religious individuals. In
support of H2, regardless of the source (black CEO or white CEO) and, once again, the content
of the message (listening or donating), more religious individuals continue to have significantly
higher evaluations of the message and the brand. These evaluations include their attitudes toward
the ad and the brand, their purchase intentions, the brand’s perceived authenticity, and its
motives for supporting the social justice issue. These results extend Study 1 by demonstrating
that more religious individuals display more support for this social justice issue than less
religious individuals. A concern from Study 1 was that the results indicating the influential role
of religiosity in support of the social justice issue could be due to a lack of internal consistency
of authenticity. The results of Study 2 have now been upheld when both external and internal
consistency evidence are provided in a message (Choi et al., 2015).
One limitation of Studies 1 and 2 is a lack of evidence on behalf of the brand. Brands
often utilize more than one message (external consistency) and more than one image (internal
consistency) to convey authenticity. To increase the efficacy of the results thus far, Study 3 was
designed to demonstrate if religiosity continues to influence brand perceptions across varying
message elaboration levels.

STUDY 3
Brands with which consumers have little history must rely on factors other than heritage to
demonstrate authenticity (Guévremont, 2017). As shown in the first two studies, a brief social
post on Twitter can include external and internal consistency indicators. This message may be so
short and quick, though, that consumers overlook the unspoken cues brands are trying to convey
and therefore default to heuristics (peripheral route) when processing brand messages
(elaboration likelihood model) (Cacioppo and Petty, 1984; Chaiken, 1980; Cacioppo and Petty,
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1979). In this case, less time could cause religious individuals to default to support social justice
issues because this pro-social behavior would support their pro-social self-perception. Less time
to elaborate, less religious individuals will be significantly less likely to perceive the brand as
authentic. Here individuals would default to actions that would support social identity theory. By
allowing individuals to elaborate on the message (central route), it is reasoned that the results
would be the same as Studies 1 and 2. More time to elaborate would provide more time for the
evidence to strengthen the narrative for more and less religious individuals concerning their
identity. More religious individuals would interpret a message as supporting their pro-social
identity, and therefore as more authentic. Less religious individuals would not tie perceived
authenticity to pro-social behavior because that is not linked to their identity. Thus, the following
hypothesis is proposed:
H3: More religious individuals (compared to less religious individuals) will
display more favorable (a) attitudes toward the ad, (b) attitudes toward the brand,
(c) purchase intentions, (d) perceived authenticity of the brand, and (e) perceived
positive motives of the brand, regardless of the amount of evidence used to
support the message.

Method
Study 3 utilized a 2 (Religiosity: More vs Less) x 2 (Message Content: Listening vs. Donating) x
2 (Message Elaboration: 1 Image vs 10 Images) between-subjects experimental design. A
different social network channel was used in Study 3 (Instagram instead of Twitter) to extend
generalizability and eliminate potential confounds. Participants were shown an Instagram post
from the same water beverage company as was used in Studies 1 and 2 (Nuovo Water Co.)
featuring the same message, response from a fictional consumer, and follow-up response from
the company indicating the level of support (“listening” or “donating”).
Study 3 differed from Studies 1 and 2 in two key ways. One is the use of imagery to
provide evidence of the company’s claim to support racial equality. Ten images of the same
young, black woman were chosen for this study. She is depicted wearing business attire and
engaging in various business activities as a visible sign of the impact of the company’s support
of racial equality. The second key difference between Studies 1 and 2 and Study 3 was the
number of images participants viewed. Some only saw one randomly selected image of the ten
images chosen for this study (the 1-image condition); others saw all ten images in random order
(the 10-image condition). No matter how many images participants viewed, the caption remained
the same (see above) (Appendix C). Otherwise, the measures and procedures for Study 3 were
identical to those of Studies 1 and 2.

Results
Amazon Mturk respondents were once again utilized as participants in this study, with the same
requirement applied that the participants be located in the United States. A total of 235
respondents participated in the study (MAge=40.24, 25.7% female), with 13 participants being
removed from the data for not passing both attention checks. The participants' education levels
are as follows: 9.1% complete high school education, 5.7% some college, 1.3% two-year degree,
69.6% four-year degree, 13.5% professional degree, and 0.9% doctorate. The participants' race is
as follows: 70.4% Caucasian, 17.4% African American, 7.0% Latino, 3.9% Asian, and 1.3%
other.
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A 2 (Religiosity: More vs Less) x 2 (Message Content: Listening vs. Donating) x 2
(Message Elaboration: 1 Image vs 10 Images) multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was
run on the dependent variables attitude toward the ad, attitude toward the brand, purchase
intentions, perceived authenticity, and perceived motivation. Results indicate a significant 3-way
interaction effect between religiosity of the individuals, message content, and message
elaboration for perceived authenticity (F = 5.684, p = .018, ƞ2 = .025), and purchase intentions (F
= 6.723, p = .010, ƞ2 = .029). Main effects were present for religiosity of the individual and all
dependent variables: attitude toward the ad (F = 31.876, p < .001, ƞ2 = .126), attitude toward the
brand (F = 32.850, p < .001, ƞ2 = .129), purchase intention (F = 69.159, p < .001, ƞ2 = .238),
perceived authenticity (F = 46.505, p < .001, ƞ2 = .173), and perceived motivation (F = 36.191, p
< .001, ƞ2 = .140). Main effects were not present for the message content or the message
elaboration for the dependent variables (Table 3).
TABLE 3. Study 3 MANOVA results
More
Religious
Message
Elaboration
Religious
Message x Elaboration x
Religious
Attitude toward the ad

Attitude toward the brand

Purchase Intensions

Authenticity

Motivation

1 Image & Listening
10 Images & Listening
1 Image & Donating
10 Images & Donating
1 Image & Listening
10 Images & Listening
1 Image & Donating
10 Images & Donating
1 Image & Listening
10 Images & Listening
1 Image & Donating
10 Images & Donating
1 Image & Listening
10 Images & Listening
1 Image & Donating
10 Images & Donating
1 Image & Listening
10 Images & Listening
1 Image & Donating
10 Images & Donating

5.23
5.65
5.99
5.70
5.63
5.66
6.01
5.75
3.96
3.94
4.24
3.88
3.94
3.98
4.12
4.06
5.50
5.48
5.59
5.55

Less
Religious

4.89
4.36
4.38
4.92
5.03
4.23
4.72
4.84
3.21
2.74
2.82
3.25
3.44
3.12
2.98
3.59
4.85
4.21
4.15
4.51

Wilks’s
Lambda
.979
.957
.757
.961

F
Value
.936
1.971
14.005
1.785
4.220
27.345
74.070
6.270
.579
20.038
26.016
3.691
2.337
4.948
37.062
6.606
4.037
20.385
15.885
6.418
2.570
11.834
22.266
6.215

p Value
.458
.084
<.001**
.117
.131
.042**
.041**
.036**
.102
.025**
.038**
.016**
.003**
.001**
.003**
.036**
.042**
.008**
.007**
.040**
.068
.020**
.034**
.024**

*significant at p < .05.
** significant at p < .001

The 1 image and listening condition provided partial support for H3. In support of H3(c)
and H3(d), more religious individuals (compared to less religious individuals) displayed
significantly more favorable purchase intentions (MMoreReligious = 3.96, MLessReligious = 3.21, F1,58 =
2.34, p = .003) and perceived authenticity (MMoreReligious = 3.94, MLessReligious = 3.44, F1,58 = 4.037,
p = .042). Not in support of H3(a), H3(b), or H3(e), there was no significant difference between
more and less religious individuals for attitude toward the ad (MMoreReligious = 5.23, MLessReligious =
4.89, F1,58 = 4.22, p = .131), attitude toward the brand (MMoreReligious = 5.63, MLessReligious = 5.03,
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F1,58 = .579, p = .102), and perceived motivation (MMoreReligious = 5.50, MLessReligious = 4.85, F1,58 =
2.57, p = .068).
The 10 images and listening condition provided full support for H3. In support of H3(a),
H3(b), H3(c), H3(d), and H3(e), more religious individuals (compared to less religious
individuals) displayed significantly more favorable attitudes toward the ad (MMoreReligious = 5.65,
MLessReligious = 4. 36, F1,54 = 27.345, p = .042), attitudes toward the brand (MMoreReligious = 5.66,
MLessReligious = 4.23, F1,54 = 20.04, p = .025), purchase intentions (MMoreReligious = 3.94, MLessReligious
= 2.74, F1,54 = 4.95, p = .001), perceived authenticity (MMoreReligious = 3.98, MLessReligious = 3.12,
F1,54 = 20.39, p = .008), and perceived motivation (MMoreReligious = 5.48, MLessReligious = 4.21, F1,54 =
11.834, p = .020).
The 1 image and donating condition provided full support for H3. In support of H3(a),
H3(b), H3(c), H3(d), and H3(e), more religious individuals (compared to less religious
individuals) displayed significantly more favorable attitudes toward the ad (MMoreReligious = 5.99,
MLessReligious = 4.38, F1,57 = 74.07, p = .041), attitudes toward the brand (MMoreReligious 6.01,
MLessReligious = 4.72, F1,57 = 26.02, p = .038), purchase intentions (MMoreReligious = 4.24, MLessReligious
= 2.82, F1,57 = 37.06, p = .003), perceived authenticity (MMoreReligious = 4.12, MLessReligious = 2.98,
F1,57 = 15.89, p = .007), and perceived motivation (MMoreReligious = 5.59, MLessReligious = 4.15, F1,57 =
22.27, p = .034).
The 10 images and donating condition provided support for H3. In support of H3(a),
H3(b), H3(c), H3(d), and H3(e), more religious individuals (compared to less religious
individuals) displayed significantly more favorable attitudes toward the ad (MMoreReligious = 5.70,
MLessReligious = 4.92, F1,53 = 6.27, p = .036), attitudes toward the brand (MMoreReligious = 5.75,
MLessReligious = 4.84, F1,53 = 3.69, p = .016), purchase intentions (MMoreReligious = 3.88, MLessReligious =
3.25, F1,53 = 6.61, p = .036), perceived authenticity (MMoreReligious = 4.06, MLessReligious = 3.59, F1,53
= 6.42, p = .040), and perceived motivation (MMoreReligious = 5.55, MLessReligious = 4.51, F1,53 = 6.22,
p = .024).

Study 3 Discussion
The purpose of Study 3 was to determine if the amount of evidence supporting a message would
impact the differences between more and less religious individuals. In support of H3, when the
message elaboration occurred through the inclusion of ten images for the same message, more
religious individuals continued to display significantly more positive evaluations of the brand’s
motives, as well as higher perceptions of authenticity.
Interestingly, the results differed when the amount of evidence was limited to one image.
Across these conditions, the content of the message appeared to impact the results. When the
message content indicated that the company was “listening and learning,” only the dependent
variables of purchase intention and perceived authenticity significantly differed between more
and less religious individuals. In this situation, there was support for H3, with more religious
individuals having a significantly higher purchase intention and higher perceived authenticity of
the brand than less religious individuals. However, when one image was used, and the content of
the message was described as “donating to organizations,” the results supported H3 across all
dependent variables. Consistent with prior studies, highly religious individuals indicated higher
overall evaluations than less religious individuals.

14

DISCUSSION
The intersection of religiosity and controversial advertising is not new. The relationship between
highly religious individuals and advertisements featuring alcohol or nudity has always been
negative (Hopkins et al., 2014). Today, however, a method to grab consumers’ attention, brand
activism, has emerged. Some believe modern brands must take stands on social issues to satisfy
consumer demand and remain relevant (Shop Talk, 2019). However, doing so could be
tremendously challenging. It can create controversy for the firm, such as the initial backlash Nike
received on social media when it ran its Colin Kaepernick campaign in 2018 due to his taking a
knee during the American national anthem to protest violence against black individuals by police
(Eyada, 2020). Brands must be cognizant of appearing authentic when engaging in social justice
issues, or it may appear to be a marketing ploy (Shetty et al., 2019). To communicate
authenticity, brands typically rely on both internal consistency (the brand is true to its history and
heritage) and external consistency (the message itself comes across as genuine) (Choi et al.,
2015). Consumer-specific factors also play an influential role in determining brand authenticity
and the overall success of a brand’s support for a social justice issue. This research has
demonstrated the positive impact religiosity can have when brands stand on social justice issues.
Across three studies, the significantly influential role of religiosity has been demonstrated
and upheld. Specifically, highly religious individuals are more likely to positively evaluate a
brand communicating support for a social justice issue (in this case, racial inequality (“Black
Lives Matter”)) than those who are less religious. These positive evaluations include attitudes
toward both the message and the brand itself, future intentions to purchase from the brand,
perceptions of authenticity, and the brand’s motives for communicating support for the issue.
Study 1 controlled internal consistency by using a fictional brand for which evaluations
of authenticity could not be based on the brand’s history and heritage. Study 2 included an
indicator of the brand’s culture within the message itself by displaying a photo of the fictional
company’s CEO. Study 3 extended the amount of evidence for support from one image (similar
to the brevity of the message in Studies 1 and 2) to ten images, providing respondents increased
time and stimuli to evaluate the message. Two social networks were used (Twitter and
Instagram) for realistic and relevant manipulations, and two different messages were
communicated (listening and donating) to ascertain differences in the structure of content.
Through all of these conditions, the significantly positive influence of religiosity was
consistently demonstrated. Where results were not statistically significant (such as portions of
H3 in one of the four conditions in Study 3), it should be noted that the means were still in the
hypothesized directions, and nearly all of these relationships were significant at the .10 level of
significance.

Theoretical Implications
Social identity theory explains the tendency for religious individuals to think, feel, and act in
ways that align with their ascribe religions (Penning, 2009). This group affinity is not solely
tethered to doctrine and dogma but instead integrated with a desire for belongingness that can be
found among like-minded peers. This notion of belonging, forming a social identity that can be
integrated into one’s perception of self, is a powerful motivating factor (Guèvremont and
Grohmann, 2016). For many, religion provides a set of boundary conditions through which to
process and share life and a sense of shared community. While social identity theory explains the
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connectedness attributable to religiosity, its validity in the domain of social justice remains
tenuous, as religious positions on many social issues, such as views on homosexuality or climate
change, is not clear (Byers, 2020). Even racial equality, a value many would say is critical to
human dignity, is met with untold controversy among Christians, many of whom purportedly see
the issue as nothing more than political mechanisms at work in American society (Ross Jr.,
2020).
Despite such mixed views on the relationship between religiosity and social justice, this
research has consistently demonstrated how strong of a bind an individual’s religious affiliation
indeed provides. Across the many different contexts explored throughout the studies, religiosity
was a key indicator of authenticity perceptions. This finding aligns with some prior research,
which shows religious individuals’ collective identity in controversial advertising contexts
(Hopkins et al., 2014). Here, though, the evidence demonstrates that social identity worked
toward the opposite result of previously studied controversial subjects: support for a brand
message in an advertising context rather than a rejection of a brand message. The straightforward
demonstration of this social mechanism across domains that are multifaceted yet distinct in
emotional valence is a novel contribution of this research. In essence, though modern media and
press outlets may decry religion as divided over social justice issues, social identity theory can
support a different viewpoint.

Managerial Implications
Brands cannot avoid social justice issues today (Novelli, 2020). This research guides advertisers
with effective ways by which they can support social issues and be perceived as authentic. For
one, the three studies have shown that perceptions of authenticity can be achieved whether
internal or external consistency is present (Choi et al., 2015) and whether the amount of evidence
supporting claims of advocacy is minor or significant. These findings should be of great
encouragement to advertisers: even if a brand’s history, heritage, or values cannot be adequately
communicated in one social media post, consumers can still perceive the message of social
justice support as authentic. Associated with these evaluations is an overall increase in attitudes
and future purchase intentions as well. Especially today, as “woke washing” becomes an
increasingly pertinent issue advertisers must face (Vis et al., 2020), authenticity is still attainable
with seemingly simple strategies.
For many individuals, these authentic perceptions are the result of their religious
affiliation. The subjects of religion and social justice are often ignorant of one another: the
former because few religious institutions desire to get caught up in social change politics. The
latter is because so few religious individuals are united over social issues (Byers, 2020). If
advertisers are going to support social issues publicly, they need to consider the impact of
religiosity in processing those messages. None of the social media posts used in this research
included any reference or cue toward religious affiliations, so considerations of religiosity do not
necessarily have to be explicitly communicated. Instead, advertisers should carefully consider
the strength of their target audiences’ religious ties, as this group identity could prove highly
influential.
Practically, this research has shown that positive perceptions of authenticity can be
achieved through something as simple as a Tweet or an Instagram post. For many brands, social
media is the primary – if not only – way by which advertisers communicate with consumers. In
tandem with an intentional interaction with followers, such brevity of messaging is not
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counterproductive to be perceived as authentic. Overall, there were very few differences between
the message content (in this case, “listening” or “donating”), so authenticity does not seem to be
contingent on saying the right thing. Similarly, the findings were upheld across two social
networks (Twitter and Instagram), indicating the possibility of multiple social networks being
useful for communicating support for social justice.

Limitations and Future Research
This research relied solely on data collected from Amazon MTurk respondents. While the quality
of MTurk data has been upheld compared to other commonly used data sources, low-entropy
response patterns can occur (Kees et al., 2017). Additionally, internal consistency was controlled
by using a fictional company supporting a real social justice issue. While intentional, the
manipulations, including the interaction with the overtly generic “Pat the Blogger,” may have
seemed contrived to respondents. Furthermore, in all three studies, the controversial message
topic was related to the social justice issue of racial inequality. Using one social issue across
three studies was necessary to demonstrate the desired results, but it may have limited the
findings’ generalizability.
The aforementioned reliance on one social justice issue provides ample direction for
future research in this area. Many additional controversial social justice issues could be explored,
such as climate change, immigration or refugees, and gender discrimination. This research
should also be extended to other social arenas, such as political advertising, to ascertain
religiosity’s boundary conditions. Other advertising channels outside of social media could be
used in the experimental designs and real, not fictitious, brands, advertisements, and interactions.
This research should also be studied outside the United States, as what is controversial in one
culture may be widely accepted in another. The overall influence of religion is vastly different
around the world. Finally, further investigation should be explored in the area of “woke
washing.” While this study measured authenticity and brand motivation, future research could
focus on confirming that brands can accurately gauge if they are being perceived as “woke
washing.” Creating a new scale for this measurement was outside the scope of this research but
would provide beneficial future research.

Conclusion
A person’s religious affiliation can be a powerful influence on his or her lifestyle and behavior.
Across three studies using two social networks, this research has demonstrated that religiosity
can profoundly influence perceptions of a brand that takes a stand on social justice issues. For
too long, it has been assumed that highly religious individuals are conservative when it comes to
social justice; this research shows that they are, in fact, among the most highly supportive of
brands advocating for social change. In a world of tweets, posts, snaps, and likes, in which
brands may not have much time to communicate years of advocacy and support, an individual’s
religiosity may prove to be just the right factor in determining authenticity.
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